Approved For Release 2005/06/29 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000400070002-9

May 27, 1966

provide the direction, the formulation as well
a8 the execution of Federal programs.

During House and Senate hearings each
year, the testimony of private cltizens, phy~
sicians, eminent authorities in bilomedical re-
search, and directors and staff members of
health and welfare agencies s collected, then
painstakingly sifted and welghed. On the
basis of this counsel, the results of existing
programs are evaluated, earlier programs may
bo re-shaped or abandoned, and new pro-
grams formulated as the current nceds of
clinical and laboratory research dictate.

In essence, then, 1t is you, more than my
colleagues in the House and in the Senate or
myself, that indicate the direction that Fed-
eral programs in health and research will
take. Our job in Congress is never to tell
you what to do, but rather to find out what
you need in order to do your jJob, try to sup-
ply it, then leave you alone to get on with
it. For only in this way will Federal pro-
grams in research and health have signifi-
cance in alding you in your life-long dedica-
tion to bettering the health and welfare of

our people.
War Policy \fr\

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. ARCH A. MOORE, JR.

OF WEST VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES

Friday, May 27, 1966

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, increased
concern of our Nation’s policy in South
Vietnam comes daily from various parts
of our country and continuing contribu-
tions are made to the national dialog

that is being generated by what we are-

doing in southeast Asia.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, under unani-
mous consent I include in my remarks
an editorial appearing in the distin-
guished West Virginia newspaper, the
‘Wheeling Intelligencer, edited by Thomas
O’Brien Flynn, a newspaper that was
completely devoted to the candidacy and
election of Barry Goldwater as President
of the United States so that my col-
leagues may have the benefit of the
thinking of this distinguished newspaper
and journalist:

WaRr Poricy: IT's NoT THE LEGALITY BUT THE
WispoM OF QUR ACTION THAT'S PERTINENT
The Viet Nam debate has shifted emphasis

from the wisdom of the policy that led us

to armed intervention to the legality of the
engagement itself,

Secretary Rusk, turning up for another
sesslon with the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee-—which presumably was consid-
ering the $3.4 billion forelgn aid bill—came
armed with a legal brief supporting the va-
lidity of our armed participation.

Our commitment to Viet Nam, according
to Rusk and the brief, had its origin in the
post World War II perlod when Mr. Truman
was President. Throughout that time, Rusk
said, It was the American position that ‘“we
had an important stake in the security and
stability of Southeast Asia.”

“Military actions of the United States in
support of Viet Nam,” the Secretary con-
tinued, “including air attacks on North Viet
Nam, are authorized under international law
by the well-established principle of collective
defense agalnst armed aggression.”

He added that there is nothing in either
American or international law that requires
a declaration of war to authorize American
military action in Southeast Asia. Legally,
he asserted, this country is on firm ground.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — APPENDIX

Rusk’s position was challenged immedi~
ately by Sen. WaynNE Morsg, Oregon Demo-
crat, who is perhaps the most severe and
persistent critic of our Viet Nam activity.

As with most arguments involving & legal
point the case, no doubt could be declded
elther way. As a matter of fact most wars
can be challenged from one side or the other
on legal grounds. Fault must lle somewhere
or there would be no war, and any belligerent
could make out a good case in support of his
position. So, little is to be accomplished, it
would seem to this newspaper, by trying to
establish the validity of our engagement
from a standpoint of International law, al-
though it might serve a good national pur-
posc to explore the point made by Rusk that
there s nothing in American law to require
a declaratlon of war to justify armed action
by American forees In Southeast Asia. If
this is true 1t will come as quite a surprise
to the American people, who had nurtured
the bellef that only Congress has the author-
ity to declare war.

But the legality of our involvement, it

seems to this newspaper, is the less sericus
consideration. What is serious s the wisdom
or necessity of it from a standpoint of na-
tional welfare.

If we are theoretically committed by
treaty—and this is a moot question—to do
what we are doing, was it incumbent on us
to assume in the first place the obligation of
resisting aggression all over Southeast Asia,
all over the world for that matter? Was it
necessary to our national security? Is it pos-
sible for us to do what we undertook to do?

These, it seems to The Intelligencer, are
the important questions., And the answers,
to our way of thinking, are perfectly clear.
We had no such obligation. We do not have
it now. Our security was in no way threat-
ened. Finally—what 1s happening in Viet
Nam would seem to furnish sufficlent proof
of this—we have assumed an assignment
quite beyond our ability to deliver.

Why, then, go on with the war?

Teachers Corps in Disguise

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. E. Y. BERRY

OF SOUTH DAKOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, May 27, 1966

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, it is with
great alarm that I rcceived a press re-
lease from the Office of Economic Op-
portunity which all but announced that
they are setting up a teachers corps in
disguise.

The announcement sald the OEO has
concluded a confract with the National
Education Association to enable teachers
and counselors to work -in Jobs Corps
centers and then spend a year introduc-
ing new teaching methods in their local
public schools. This is the same type
of program which was rejected by Con-
gress only last month when both the
House and Senate refused to appropriate
funds for the Teacher Corps program.

This is a deliberate and intentional
violation of the wishes of the American
people and the intent of Congress.

The OEQ’s own press release an-
nounced that the new program “will
make it possible to spread the methods
used in the Job Corps centers through
local communities.” It went on to quote
OEO Director Sargent Shriver as saying:

A2903

The new contracts would make it possible
to start feeding the educational innovations
of the Job Corps program into the public
school system.

The new OEO venture smacks of Fed-
eral indoctrination and Federal control
with identical “internships” and work-
gstudy programs only rejected a few weeks
ago.

This dangerous and deliberate thwart-
ing of the intent of Congres must be ex-
posed to the American people and must
be directly stopped by special legislation
if necessary.

Conduct of the War in Vietnam

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ROBERT DOLE

OF KANSAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, May 27, 1966

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Speaker, I feel certain
Members and others who read the Rec-
orD will be interested in an editorial writ-
ten by Clelland Cole, publisher of the
St. John News, St. John, Kans.

Millions agree with the thoughts ex-
pressed so articulately by Mr. Cole.
Visits with Kansans and mail from my
district lead me to believe people are con-
fused, frustrated, and in basic agreement
with the thoughts expressed in the edi-
torial.

SHERMAN Saip IT ABOUT WAR—REMEMBER?

Rumblings over the conduct of the war in
Viet Nam are growing louder and angrier.

As more and more wives, and parents, and
families are told the sad news that “He died
8 hero’s death,” in the far off muck of an
Aslan jungle, the queries become more and
more insistent: “Why do we piddle around?
Why don’t we win this war?”

As shortages of bombs are denied and the
ones denying are proven to be bald face liars,
as flighting men send the word back home
that they lack sufficient equipment, as mili-
tary leaders fret and fume and bash their
fists against trees In utter frustration, as tax-
payers are bled white, wondering what man-
ner of insanity could possess men that they
should pour untold billions in the war with
one hand and scatter many times more bil-
lions into the bottomless maw called ‘“for-
eign ald,” with the other, the rumblings be-
come grumblings and the public temper
arises. :

Wouldn’t it be wonderful if this war could
be ended now-—at once?

It just cannot be.

‘We may as well prepare for a long, bitter,
trying, expensive, bloody conilict,

We must not overlook the fact that we are
fighting an enemy which has proven to be
far, far tougher and more stubborn than we
had imagined. (By “we,” I mean the leaders
of this nation who have directed the war, and
who are solely and completely responsible for
the U.S. policies in this war.) .

This enemy is going to take at lot of con-
vinelng.

He is Immune to reason, and outpourings
of blood and lives and resources affect him
not at all.

But he must be taught that no matter
what the cost in American llves, no matter
how many oceans of American blood are
spilled on the battlefleld, no matter how
many planes, and helicopters, and men we
lose, no matter how many billions we wring
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from the struggling taxpayer, we will not be
=werved from our goal.

"nis enemy must learn, once and for all,
that we will pour whatever lives are needed,
whatever billions are required, and take
whatlever time is necessary to show him,
smphatically, decisively, and unequivocally,
tint Iie cannot lose!

e siill seems to have some doubts about
il ITe still scems plagued by an uneasy sus-
ovicion that the United States might decide
10 unleash one teency fraction of its military
might and blast him into kingdom come by
mightrall,

te still seems fearful that our lighting men
just might ignore the battle plans from
Washington and really go on the warpath and
invmmer the living daylights out of him and
all he owns,

fe 18 iremendously hard
onemy.

We may be years on end finally convincing
him that we simply will not let him lose.
Wwith the record of the Korean war and the
Cuaban tiasca, it seems ridiculous that the
Viet Cong should require so much convinc-
ing. He needs but to look at those episodes
Lo see that we do not intend to win, and we
ilo not intend for the enemy to lase.

Once we have him firmly convinced that he
cannot lose, perhaps we can get him to the
eonlerence table where history proves beyond
doubt that he can’'t possibly lose.

Pighting a war is tough enough when, with
the wherewithal and the desire and the
loyalty of home lolks, victory is the goal.
$3ut when the aim is to deny our fighting
men the chance for victory, and the fool
vrnemy just won't be convinced, then war
really gets to be hell.

Right, Mr. McNamara, HHH, LBJ, ¢t al?

headed, this

[

The Purpose of the Cape Cod National
Seashore Is Conservation

SPEECH
433

HON. HASTINGS KEITH

L MASSACHUSETTS
IN "THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, May 26, 1966

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker. the legisla-
iion establishing the Cape Cod National
sSeashore specifies that the seashore’s pri-
mary purpose is conservation of the
unique natural. historical, and scientific
features of the arca. The congressional
sponsors of the legislation intended rec-
reational uses of the seashore to be sec-
ondary and restricted to those specifically
permitted in the act.,

‘The Secretary of the Interior has
placed the seashore, for administrative
purposes, in the category of recreational
arcas.  Although we are confident that
it is the Secretary’s intention to admin-
ister the seashore according {o the pro-
visions of the legislation, we fear that in
future years this categorizing of the sea-
shore could make conservation second-
ary. In the light of the fact that last
year the number of visitors to the sea-
shore increased by nearly 500,000 over
ihe previous year, the problem cannot be
ignored.

T'n nrevent perversion of the purpose of
vhie legislation, the Senate committee in
its report on appropriations for the De-~
partment of the Interior, H.R. 14215, in-
cluded the following statement:

‘I'he committee believes that even though
ihe Sceretary of the Interior has included all

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — APPENDIX

national seashores in a recreational category,
the purpose of the Cape Cod National Sea-
shore should continue to be one of conserva-
tion as set forth in the legislation athoriz-
ing its establishment.

I applaud the reaffirmation of tlie orig-
inal intention of Congress and trust that
in future years the seashore will be ad-
ministered in accordance with our
purpoeses.

The following editorial from the Cape
Cod Standard-Times expresses my feel-
ing in this matter very well:

GUMELINE OFI'ERED

Three cheers for the Senate Appropriations
Committee!

In a statement after acting on funds for
acquisition of more land for Cape ¢'od Na-
tional Seashore the commiitee noted that it
was the understanding of Congress and oth-
ers involved with the Cape Seashore that it
was established to conserve the dunes and
heaches of the Lower Cape.

It was not. the committes statemeat said,
to be used for recreational purposes

The committee said that while all the Na-
tional Seashores were listed by Interic:r Secre-
Lary Stewart L. Udall as recreation ar:as, this
was just for classification sake and did not
mean they were to be used for recreation
purposes primarily.

Thus the senators have put the (nterior
Department and the National Park sService
and those lawmakers and others who are so
anxious to develop the Cape Cod #eashore
as a recreational area on notice tha: this is
not to be done, this is not what was planned.

For many Cape Codders who have been
saying this for so long, and who sopeared
£0 he doing nothing but talk into tlie wind,
the senators have provided a big hoost.

The idea of preserving the Low:r Cape
areas is favored by most, but the idea of
rdeveloping these sites to be recrcatioral areas
for the millions who live in the Nori ieast is
not fuvored by many Cape Codders.

That these beautiful natural area: will be
saved for posterity is fine.
Let us hope that the recreation: forces

won't disregard this warning from the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee and try to
make the Lower Cape a piant recrnational
area open to one and all at the expense of the
resort business that supports a growi: g Cape.

U.S.S. “George Washingten Carver”
EXTENSION OF EEMAREKES

or

HON. THOMAS G. MORKIS

OF NEW MEXICO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATVES
Iriday, May 27, 1966

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Speaker, ¢n May
8, 1966, I received a letter fro:n Vice
Adm. H. G. Rickover, Deputy Com-
mander for Nuclear Propulsion Naval
Ship Systems Command, Departiaent of
the Navy, telling me of the successful
first sea trials of our 37th Polaris nuclear
submarine, the U.8.8. George Wishing-
ton Carver.

In this communication Admiral Rick=-
over included an outstanding bicaraph-
ical sketch on Mr. George Wasliington
Carver, for whom the submarine was
named. So that many more Americans
will have the privilege and oppcrtunity
to read what I consider an outstanding
letter and a very fine biography of a
great American, I am including his re-
marks in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD:

May 7. 1008

U.3.8. “GEORGE WASHINGTON
CARVER” CSSBN--656),
At Sea, North Atlaniic, May 8 '966.
The Honorable TrHoMas G. MORRIS,
Joint Commitiee on Atomic Energy .-

Drear MR, MORRIS: We have just siccess-
fully completed the first sea trials ol our
37th Polaris nuclear submarine. Thre USS
George Washington Carver wns brilt hy
the Newport News Shipbuilding ard Dry
Dock Company, Newport News, Virgini.. We
also have in operation 22 attack type nuclear
submarines, making a total of 59,

This ship is named for Gecrge W. Tarver,
a botanist and chemurgist renowncd in the
annals of American scicntific agricualture.
The child of slaves, he did not know the day
of his birth. Even the year is not certain,
but he thought it was 1860. Where e wis
born, however, is not in doubt. I 1043,
shortly after he died at Tuskegee Yiu titule,
Alabama, both houses of Congress passed,
without a dissenting vote, a bill aulh srizin:
erection of a national monument ot his
birthplace in Diamond Grove, Misgouri, In
fourscore years, George W. Carver Ll come
a long way and accomplished a great deal.

None of it had come easy. His start in
life was most inauspicious. A slekly amfant,
orphancd before he was a year old, it »eemed
unlikely he would survive. He lost his
father in an accident and was sooir after
kidnaped, together with his mother and
sister, by marauding nighiriders. Those
were lawless times. Stealing slaves {or sule
to plantations in the Deep South was not
uncommon, Bui George Carver was such
puny baby that the kidnapers had no use
for him, and so his master was able to get
him released in return for a race horsc valued
at $300. Of mother and sister nothiig was
ever heard.

Hard as it was to be a slave child without
kith or kin, by great good fortune his master
Moses Carver (from whom he took his sur-
name) was not a typical planter but .. plain
farmer, one of the so-called “Black Repub-
lican aholitionist Germans,” or “lop-cared
Dutch,” as they were contemptuousiy called.
who had migrated to Missouri in the 18307,
He was opposed to slavery, but he and his
wife were childless and middle-aged; thoy
needed help and servants were not to he had.
S0 Moses bought a slave girl from a neighbor
for $700. After she had been abducied, he
took it upon himself to raise her sm:ll son.
Slavery ended when the boy was four years
old but he remained with the Carvers and
was treated much as any other famn boy.
There was a lot of work to be donz and
George was expected to do his sha:e. He
wis an especially apt pupil in all the domes-
tic chores around the house and :haowed
early that he had a way with growinge
things. People called him “plant doctor”
for he could cure any ailing plant; he recemed
to know instinctively what it needed i order
Lo grow.

The boy was born with a keen minl, fan-
tastically clever hands and so great a thirst
for knowledge that no obstacle could bar hire
from obtaining an education. Of rebuffs Lie
suffered many, but he was also oftcr given
a helping hand. The free school nearby wis
barred to him, whereupon Mrs. Carvir gave
him an old blue-back Speller and wiith her
help he taught himself to read and write.
Thereafter he was hardly ever without i
book in his hand. He would prop it wys wiiil-
he washed and ironed, these being some oi
the chores that earned him a living while he
gradually accumulated school credit:.

At 10 he decided he must find a scheol and
so he left the Carvers, all his possess.ons in
a small bundle over his shoulder. Thus
began an Odysscy that was to take him in
short slages northward geographically and
upward educationally. At several vcritical
times during his 30-year quest for an zduca-
tion, luck or his pleasing personal ty, or
perhaps a combination of both, broupnt him
into contact with warmhearted clildless
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must also refer to his charming wife,
Bess, who was the power behind the
throne. T am certain that many in the
Senate join me in wishing him a long
and most pleasant retirement.

The man and his performance are per-
fectly captured by Harry L. Tennant's
article in the April 1966, issue of the
Cahners publication Modern Railroads.
I ask unanimous consent to have the
article printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD
as follows:

END OF A LEGISLATIVE ERA?

The retirement of Lloyd W. Smith, of the
Burlington and Great Northern Railroads
from the Washington legislative scene marks
what may very well be the end of the personal
handling of railroad problems in Congress.
After some 24 years pushing the cause of his
railroad—especially in recent times during
the heated per dlem battle—Mr. Smith re-
tires as the industry moves toward a more
congolidated approach. Many persons in
Congress see in this trend less emphasis on
efforts to fight for single rail causes.

Mr. Smith's determined fight to win more
support for the western railroad’s car owner-
ship cause touched nearly every facet of Con-
gress at one time or another. One Senate
source pointed out that his personal efforts in
bringing about a boosting of car rentals un-
doubtedly returned to western rallroads a
sizable profit. This was because he con-
tinuously kept not only the leaders in Con-
gress aware of the issues, but saw to it that
everyone down to the receptlonist in a con-
gressional office was acquainted with his
railroad’s problems. His personal and effec-
tive approach is not likely to be seen agaln.

SO-CALLED RIOTS IN SOMII\
VIETNAM

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, when I
reported to the Senate recently on my
trip to Vietnam I remarked on the na-
ture of the so-called riots there, saying
they were not aimed at Americans di-
rectly but at the domestic political situa-
tion.

In a recent column in the Evening
Star, Foreign Affairs Editor Crosby S.

Noyes has written from Saigon to the

effect that the riots are staged examples
of what he calls tactical anti-Ameri-
canism not really meant to intimidate
Americans, but to cause us to recon-
sider our support for the policies of
the Ky government. The riots happen,
as Mr. Noyes points outf, but they do not
constitute a way of life in Saigon. Says
Noyes:

The impression that Saigon today—or at
any time is a seething cauldron of violence
is entirely fanciful.

So it is, Mr. President, that we get
a distorted picture because the riots,
quite naturally, make news. There is
.another type of distortion, and it is an
indefensible sort, to which the Wash-
ington Post called attention in its edi-
torial “The Revisionists” yesterday.
This is the distortion of some critics of
our foreign policy, who in order to prove
their point have been busily rewriting

history. The Post editorial gives us an’

excellent example to digest.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that both Mr. Noyes’ article from
the Evening Star and the Washington
Post editorial be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
and editorial were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, May 2, 1966]
THE REVISIONISTS

Some of the critics of American policy in
South Vietnam, in order to prove the Chi-
nese Communists devoid of aggressive pur-
pose, have been trying to rewrite the history
of the last 20 years.

A notable example of this kind of double-
think is an article entitled: “Chinese Aggres~
sion: Myth or Menace,” written by Charles
S. Burchill, printed by The Study Group on
China Policy of Vancouver, B.C., and circu~
lated by the American Friends Service Com-
mittee office in Seattle.

He begins his proof of Chinese virtue with
the Korean War and produces a rewrite of
that episode that is an affront to scholarship,
an outrage to history and a triumph of dou-~
ble-think that even transcends the facility
of the Soviet rewriters who do over Soviet
history to suit annual alterations of policy.

“On May 80, 1950, he Wwrites, “the govern~
ment of Syngman Rhee in South Korea was
decisively defeated in a general election, win-
ning only 49 out of 219 seats.”

The election actually resulted in the elec~
tion of 133 Independents, 46 Rhee minority
party members and 31 members of minority
partles opposed to Rhee. In the previous
election 85 Independents were elected, 55
Syngman Rhee followers, 28 Korean Demo-
crat Party candidates and 32 from minor par-
tles. So the Rhee party support dropped
from 55 to 46—but the coalition that had
previously ruled then re-elected P. H. Shin-
icky chairman of the Assembly, and went on
to form the government that ran the Ko-
rean War. So Rhee’s coalition regime was
not “decisively defeated” but continued to
command a ruling majority in the Assem-
bly.

Then, says Mr. Burchil], “John Foster Dulles
flew to Korea, and on June 19 (1950) ad-
dressed the South Korean National Assem-
bly, pledging continued American aid, bui
only if Syngman Rhee’s minority government
continued in power.”

Now, the truth is that John Foster Dulles,
as a special assistant to the Secretary of
State, did address the Assembly and did
pledge American ald—but he did not say
one word about making that aid contingent
on the continued rule of Syngman Rhee or
on any other political decision in South Ko-
rea. Without condition of any kind, he
promised, “The.American people give you
their support, both moral and material, con-
sistent with your own respect and your pri-
mary dependence on your own effort,” There
is not a single word in this address about
continuing the Rhee government.

Then came the invasion from the North.

By all competent accounts the North Koreans,

attacked the South, but Dr. Burchill finds
the genesis shrouded in obscurity. He is not
sure who attacked first. He says:

“Both sectlons had large armies, equipped
and trained by their foreign sponsors. How-
ever the southern army showed little wil-
lingness to fight for the government that
had becn repudiated. The northern army
encountered little resistance from - the
southern forces, and there was no popular
opposition to its advance.”

Actually, a heavily armored North Korean
force of more than 154,000, with 242 Soviet-
made T-34 tanks, 1900 heavy weapons and
211 military planes, attacked by surprise the
force of South Korea (numbering 100,000 at
the start of the war but only recently ex-
panded from a 25,000-man constabulary)
and equipped with no tanks, 20 armored
cars, 700 guns and 22 light planes. Not
surprisingly, the lightly armed South Korean
constabulary was no match for the North
Korean armored force and fell back clear to
the Pusan perimeter before it could re-
group.
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Although the United Nations repeatedly
branded the later intervention by 300,000
Chinese Communists as “aggression,” this
invasion from China is dismissed by Burch-
111 as a response to U.N. actions, proven by the
fact that the Chinese forces were promptly
withdrawn after the cease fire.

The beginning of the Korean War may be
obscure to Mr, Burchill, but to competent .
historians there was no obscurity. Fairbank,
Reischauer and Craig, in thelr East Asia:
the Modern Transformation, say of the start
of the war: “The North Korean surprise at-
tack on June 25, 1950, was at once con-
demned by the United Nations Security
Counell . . . under the well-prepared North
Korean assault, the outnumbered Korean-
American forces initlally were forced back
southeast of the Naktong River."” Writing in
Foreign Affairs in October, 1950, John K.
Fairbank said: “Our military resistance to
Communist aggression in Korea has been en-
tirely necessary and unavoidable , , .”

It is the privilege and duty of those who
wish to dissent politically to try to change
the history of the future; but their efforts to
change the history of the past in order to
absolve the Chinese Communists of the
odium of previous aggression will not deceive
or mislead any informed person in the West.
Fairbank estlmates the Chinese had 900,000
casualties in the Korean War. They were not
engaged in peaceful demonstrations at the
time. .

The Study Group on China Policy says it
was formed for the purpose of “raising the
level in Canada of knowledge and debate on
China,” The circulation of a farago of
fiction and nonsense such as this wiil hardly
accomplish that purpose, And the Ameri-
can Friends Service Committee, by dis-
seminating such a distorted version of the
past casts doubt upon its view of the
present.

{From the Washington Evening Star,
May 23, 1966]
PoiNT oF VIEW: VIET R10TS GROW IN THE
TELLING

(By Crosby S. Noyes, forelgn affairs editor of
the Star)

SacoN.—Developments here today and
news filltering back from Washington suggest
that this is an excellent time to declare a
moratorium on sweeping statements about
the future of the American involvement in
Viet Nam.,

Once again an outbresk of ingpired anti-
American rioting is leading the news from
Salgon. And once again the result is likely
to be a goodly amount of wattle shaking and
table pounding among the more impression-
able members of the World's greatest de-
liberative body in Washington.

Given an admittedly messy situation in
Viet Nam, there 1s of course a great tempta-
tion to sound off in 2 pox on both your houses
tone.

But those who succumb Yo it should real-
ize quite clearly that they are in fact en-
couraging the rioters and doing precisely
what the Communists in this country hope
they will do.

It is also possible to form a completely
distorted impression of what's really going
on here.

News stories are accurate enough.
Americans in Saigon have been shouted at,
spat on, chased around, and occasionally
roughed up.

The distortion, however, is the question
of focus.

News stories are zeroed in on what hap-
pens at a particular place and at a particu-
lar time.

What happens the rest of the time or in
the city as a whole is not exactly the stuff
headlines are made of. i

The impression that Saigon today—or at
any tlme—is a seething cauldron of violence
is entirely fanciful.
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The problems can be summed up in
five words: budget and Iimitations on
personnel. Mr. President, I’ would sug-
gest that a program as valuable as this
should receive all the support it needs
from Congress and, if ‘more money is
needed, we should prov1de it.

Turning to newspapers and periodicals
-as vehicles of the printed word, we find
conditions which would seem strange—
perhaps intolerable—to the average
citizen of the United States.

We take for granted our morning and
_ evening hewspapers, complete with news
of the day and replete with commentary,
advertising, and features to satisfy every
member of the family. We do not ques-
tlon the comparatively low cost, even
grumbhng when a daily raises its price
to, say, 10 cents. We accept without
wonder the rapid reporting of news from

wherever in the world it happens to be -

made. The fat, heavy Sunday paper is
practically a ﬁxture of the Amerlcan way
- of life, |

In many parts of the world—and Latin
Amertea, is one of them—this is not the
way things are.

About 85 percent of the world’s con-
- sumption of newsprint occurs in North
. America, Europe, and the U.S.SR—
where only a third of the world’s popu-
lation lives. 'The rest of the world—
Africa, Asia, and Latin America—uses
the remaining 15 percent for the other
‘two-thirds of the world’s people. Look-
1ing at it from another angle and more
specifically, we see that there are some
25 copies of daily newspapers per 100
personis In the United States—but, in
Latin America, only 8 per 100.
~ Nor can the Latin American take for
granted a low-priced daily newspaper,
.complete with news from all over the
world, plus assorted features. Economic
conditions being what they are, the price
of the newspaper represents somethmg
tangible. Newsprint limitations do not
permit- the inclusion of many features,
Py our standards. And the publishers,

" .with_a few notable exceptions, cannot

"afford to buy the fast, up-to-the-minute
- news’ from the commercial press wire
’ ,servlces

None of thls however, makes the Latin

.American press any the less an 1mportant
factor in the area’s politics.

The USIA’s Press and Publication

- Bervice engages in activities designed to -

strengthen the responsible Latin Ameri-
" can press, without in any way competing
_with American commercial press wire
services. For example;
- Monday through Friday of each week,
via teletype an “American Republic
File” is transmitted in Spanish to USIA’s
.posts in 19 countries of Latin America.
This schedule permits the transmission
of 50,000 words weekly. The file carries
all unportant texts—such ag pre51dent1al
- statements—interviews, features,, se-
-lected news stories, and USIA-produced
*commientaries. _Additional material is
.. supplied for weekend editions. |
An%%ler wireless file, in English, is
Tans dauy, Monday through Fri-
- 'day for a total of 20,000 words each week.
“This is sent to Rio de Janeiro and Sao

Paulo in Brazil, where iti Is translated into

' No. 88—-—5
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Portqguese, but it is also monit,ored by
Kingston, Georgetown, and seven other
Caribbean and Latin American posts.
"The press and publications service
further processes. about 15,000 words a

~week of “mailer” copy, known as “slow

eutput.” Included are special packets—

on, for example, U.S. cultural develop-

ments, women'’s activities, and so forth—
picture stories, labor items, youth news,

Alliance for Progress material, and items

which factually unmask Communist ob-
jectives and activities.

Approximately 2,000 photoprints on
70 to 90 subjects are ajrmailed monthly
to 28 posts in Latin America, with 19 of
the posts additionally receiving copy
negatives of the same -subjects from
which they can reproduce additional
photos.

About the same number of plastic

plates of five different cartoon strips are
serviced weekly to 250 Latin American
newspapers. One of these—“Liborito”—
is designed specifically for Latin Ameri-
can audiences and calls attention to the
sinister nature of Castroism by means
of satirical strokes of the cartoonist’s
pen.

Over 50 million copies of cartoon hooks
have been produced and sent out for dis-
tribution. Fourteen deal with_the Al-
liance for Progress and self-help, eight
with the menace of Castroism, and six
with democratic citizenship.

The output of USIA’s Press and Pub-
lications Service for Latin America is
supplemented by a regional service center
in Mexico City. Additionally, 19 USIA
posts in the area publish 26 periodicals,
mostly low-cost and in keeping with the
appearance and style of locally publlshed
magazines.

What kind of results are we getting?

Reports from the field indicate that
the publieations program is one of -the
most effective weapons that we have in
countering the lies and distortions of the
Communists about the United States.

One series of 18 books on science sub-

_jects for students, following initial pub-

lication with USIA support, racked up

.such impressive sales figures that the

publisher undertook a second printing,
with assistance, of all 18 titles, plus a
third printing of 12.

In Colombia, two titles were adopted as
university texts.

In Mexico, a book published through

USIA sponsorship had such an impact

that the Soviets published a “reply” in
an attempt to reduce its influence.

In the past 2 years, 60 Spanish-
language editions and 77 Portuguese-lan-
guage editions have been sold out, while
45 books in Spanish and 57 in Portuguese
have been reprinted.

These are impressive statistics, Mr.
President, and they show we have made
great strides in our “war of words” in
Latin America.

But much still remains to be done.
There are still many areas which are

. not being reached.

The major problem is distribution.
Distances are great in Latin America,
and customs regulations are varied
and frustrating. Surface transportation

_from country to country is slow and un-
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certain.
hibitive.

The cost of air freight is pro-
Systems for_payment and ac-

counting among outlets, wholesalers, and

publishers are, at best inadequate
There is always the possmlhty that a book
may be produced in large guantities at
low cost for a known market but—be-
cause of any combination of the factors
cited—gather dust in a warehouse or in a
forgotten railway car on a remote siding.

We must redouble our efforts to elimi-
nate these problems, and if it is neces-
sary to increase the budget of the USIA
book program to do so, I would strongly
urge such action.

A failure in the distribution system
means that the whole effort to produce a
book has been wasted. Effective, com-
prehensiv> distribution is every bit as
important as the selection of the titles,
the choice of translators and the contract
with the publishers.

It is of the utmost importance that we

" reach into every corner of every country

with the message of freedom, because
when the people of Latin America read of
the deeds of Washington and of Lincoln,
when they read of the goals and aspira-
tions of roosevelt, Kennedy, and John-
son, they will know that we and they
have a common destiny.

" Understanding cannot be accomplished
‘without communication, and in a region
as large and diverse, both politically and
geographically, as is Latin America, this
is a task of extraordinary difficulty.

Language differences complicate the
problem. Before overestimating the
magnitude of this particular obstacle,
however, we would do well to recall
George Bernard Shaw’s description of
Great Britain and the United States as
two countries separated by a common
language.

- Communication between ourselves and
the people of Latin America, in brief, is a
complicated task, demanding maximum
effort. Understanding needs care and
attention to survive and grow. Misun-
derstanding, unfortunately, feeds on it-
self and grows like a cancer.

Overall, Mr. Presxdent, I think we are
making real progress overcoming the
distorted image which the Communists
have painted of the United States.
Much more must be done. There are
weaknesses and shortcomings in our
present programs, but the dedicated men
and women of the U.S. Information
Agency are doing everything in their
power to overcome them.

We in Congress must give them all the
support they require. When we do, we
cannot fail because we have truth and
right on our side.

LLOYD W. SMITH RETIREMENT

Mr. HRUSKA., Mr. President, the re-
cent retirement of Lloyd W. Smith, of
the Burlington and Great Northern Rail-
roads marks the end of a remarkable and
effective career. He has been in the in-
dustry for 39 years,

‘Mr. Smith has served the railroad in-
dustry and Congress by his professional
and always candid work. It has been my
great privilege to have known Smitty

both persomnally and profeg;ionally. I

W/‘M“‘/
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.The riots. that have occurred are calcu-
~lated to produce the reports that have been

written and the reactlon In the U.S. which

f0llows, with Pavlovian, predictability,

The rioters know exactly what they are
doiug and why. These anti-American dem.
opstrations are. sbout ag . spontaneous as
demonstrations at the Republican National

Cohv’ention—’and_ Just about as indicative of
real public sentiment, :

. They can be turned on and off agaln like a
patden hose. The same American who might
g6t Tynched at the Vien Hoa Dao pagoda to-
day might be received with impeccable cour-
"tesy a couple of days or even a couple of
hours later, S e L

'The same gang of young hoodlums who
chased Americans. around a few weeks ago
burning cars and generally Talsing hell eagerly
recelved this reporter at their headquarters

“ & few_ days ago to smoke his clgarettes and
discuss their future plans,

This sort of tactical anti-Americanism is
not really expected to intimidate Americans
In Saigon. L - .

Tts first purpose is to bring pressure on the
American mission to stop the crackdown on
‘dissident Buddhlst elements in the north,

- And ‘beyond that- it is designed to get

the U.S. government and public so fed up

with the whole problem of Viet Nam that a

general handwashing impulse will become

‘Lrresitible. . . : -

-It 19 hard to expggerate the limited scope
of these disturbances up to now.

. The truly remarkable—indeed almost un-
accountable—ract about Salgon today is the
utter impunity with which Americans wander
‘sround the city night and day.

Unless he's.. deliberately  looking for
trouble—as. reporters sometimes must—an
American could be .completely unaware of
auy of the unpleasantness that he might ex-
pect to find in almost any other town,

He might get his pockets picked. He
might possibly be held up in a dark alley.
He might even, if he happened to be very
uhlucky, get himself blown up In Viet Cong
operation or zapped by friendly American
bullets; : e e s

" But the chances of this are almost as
remote as the chances of being run down by

- & car while crossing Connecticut Avenue at
tea time, , . -

- "The mysterlous fact is that in a city pre-

sumably swarming with dyed in the wool

Viet Cong, almost none of these extremely

vulnerable Americans here gets hurt,

. -No_one is very sure why this is s0. One

common and plausible theory is that the

Viet Cong make a very good thing out of
Americans in Saigon financially.

-The Viet Cong, it 1s widely believed, have
the controlling interest in the aspects of
Balgon’s cultural life recently mentioned by
Sen, J. W. PULBRIGHT, . .-
.And I through indiscriminate rough stuf

. these establishments were shut down or put
off limits to any American servicemen, the
one who would be really put out would be
Victor Charlie, the Viet Cong sympathizer,
himsels. . R, S
- It may be that what seems like a sort of
congpiracy of security may not last forever.
For the time being, however, Americans here
sleep a little bit better at night because of it,

And their dreams are not very much dis-
turbed by staged convulsions at the other

end of town. s
*'CONCLUSION OF MORNING
Vi BUSINESS :

. Mr, KUCHEL. Mr. President, if there

- be no-further morning business, I ask
" ‘unanimous consént thab ‘morning busi-

hess be terminated. . R
_.»#The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
Jpore. ' Is there further morning busi-
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ness? If not, morniné business is co:
cluded.

THE CREDIBILITY OF THE ADMIN-
ISTRATION ON VIETNAM

Mr. PEARSON. MTr. President, Web-
ster’s dictionary defines the word credi-
bility as “the quality or state of being
believed.” Increasingly of late the John-
son administration has been drawing
critical fire for its lack of credibility,
and the phrase “credibility gap” has
come into an extensive use.

In part, this can be attributed to the
normal functioning of partisan politics
intensified by the competition of an elec-
tion year. Thus, charges about the ex-
istence of a credibility gap are frequently
raised by the administration’s partisan
opponents. But although the working
of political partisanship has intensified
the debate, it is not the basic source of
the criticism, Increasing numbers of
brominent spokesmen within the Presi-
dent’s own party openly deplore the gap
between words and deeds. Indeed, in
several areas, it is Democratic critieism
which has been the sharpest. In addi-
tion, a growing number of newspaper
editors and columnists have registered
concern over the fact that the adminis-
tration’s official words of the moment
and its subsequent actions are all too
often strangers.

Mr. President, the credibility of those
who hold in their hands the power to
affect the lives of all Americans and mil-
lions of people around the world is a
brecious and fragile thing. The task of
constructing and maintaining it is diffi-
cult, demanding, and never ending,

A government’s credibility cannot be
assured by simple and frequent incanta-
tions- of “believe us.”

It is born not of g single deed but
comes into being out of a long series of
matched words and actions, Likewise,
the erosion of a government’s credibility
occurs slowly and after g long series of
mismatched words and deeds, of nuclear
goals, and confusing and contradictory
methods.

Mr. President, the borderline between
public faith and public distrust is not
clearly marked. But once it is crossed,
the capacity of the government, however
worthy or honorable itg intentions, to
govern effectively may be bermanently
damaged.

In a democratic and diverse society no
administration can design a set of poli-
cies acceptable to all, and political dis-
But loss of
faith in a government’s credibility in-
volves muech more than differences of
political opinion. The erosion of credi-
bility not only intensifies the eriticism
of those who are politically opposed to its
bolicies but erodes the stabilizing sup-
port of those who would otherwise agree,
Thus, a policy, or a set of policies, may
be emasculated, not because they are
wrong or because too many people oppose
the objective sought but because too
many examples of lack of candor on the
part of the Government generate disilly-

-sionment and public enthusiasm is re-

Placed by public apathy.
The concept of policymaking by con-

: ~— .

ATE

11159

sensus has been widely attributed to the
President, and has now become a house-
hold word. . If this is another term for
majority rule then it ig nothing more
than a truism. The practice of consen-
sus politics is the essence of democracy.

But in a democracy, the manner in’
which consensus is achieved is as im-
portani as the consensus itself, And in
achieving consensus there is no better
standard than the President’s own oft-
stated principle, “let us reason together.”
But the enunciation of a principle does
not make it a reality. Taking the rec-
ord of the past 21 years as a whole
the administration hag more often than
not sought to build consensus by public
confusion, rather than public reasoning,
This political strategy has often been
successful in securing enactment of the
administration’s program. But the total
effect of this strategy has also served to
dilute the prestige of the Presidential

"office and to erode the public’s faith in
the credibility of the administration.

This strategy of consensus by confu-
sion is most despaired by the adminis-
tration’s partisan opponents. Whatever
else may be said of the President, all rec-
oghize him as a masterful political tacti-
clan. Mr. Johnson is a bast master of
throwing his potential opponents off bal-~
ance so as to better pave the way for the
acceptance of his Proposals, and he has
practiced this strategy with supreme
skill,

But, Mr. President, there is a dif-
ference between Dolltical shrewdness and
Dolitical cynicism. There is a thin line
between legitimate rough and tumble
partisan politics and llegitimate public
deception. And there is a growing im-
pression that the line hag been crossed
too often.

During the past 214 years there has
been a growing number of episodes which,
serve to raise doubts as to the credibility
of the Johnson administration’s conduct
In domestic affairs. Without question,
however, the credibility gap charge has
been applied most often and most tell-
ingly to the administration’s handling of
its Vietnam policy.

In recent weeks attention has been
focused on whether or not our forces in
Vietnam are suffering from shortages
of war materials, Mr. President, if we
know anything about past military build-
ups of the type that have occurred in
Vietnam we know that certain shortages
will almost inevitably occur, The Ameri-
can people recognize this and if the
shortages which occur do not reflect gross
and inept mismanagement this would be
accepted as one of the harsh facts of
war, which at best is organized confusion.

But what has been the administra-
tion’s response to disclosures first by the
bublic press and then by congressional
investigating committees, that shortages
have in fact developed in Vietnam? Typ-
ically the administration’s first, reaction
was to categorically deny that any short-
ages whatsoever existed. The Secretary
of Defense branded any suggestion of
shortages as pure “baloney.” Whether or
not these shortages have seriously ham-
pered our military effort there or caused
B greater loss of life among American

it
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troo ps than would otherwise be the case
i5 niot. yet clear and may never be clear,
" However, Mr, President, the most re-
vealing and disturbing aspect of this epi-
sode has been the administration’s over-
reattion to its critics. The administra-
tion, assuming a posture that admits to
fio nistakes, has dogmatically and mili-

antly denled the existence of shortages
;ar.% has tried to discredit those who re-
ported their existence. This type of in-
tolerant and bellicose reaction only
serves to further alienate the critics
+o raise new doubts among the ad-
stration’s supporters as to its overall
eredibility. )
: e episode of military shortages is
only one of the more recent examples of
confusion surrounding this country’s in-
volvement in Vietnam. But as it comes
after a long series of inconsistent and
contradictory statements about our pol-
icy in Vietnam, it has taken on added
significance.
During the past 2 years the American
public, in response to the questions of
opinlon pollsters, has given overwhelm-
ing support to the President. However,
in! the past few months public opinion
polls have registered a growing sense of
frustration and agony over Vietnam.
And within the past few weeks several
polls indicate that less than a majority
“of| the people express satisfaction with
thie administration’s handling of the
Vietnam situation.
" fThe record shows that the American
.people genuinely want to support the
President. Buf it also shows that the
public is finding it increasingly difficult
ta do so. The cause of this erosion of
support is a growing ¢onfusion as to why
we are in Vietnam, what are our objec-
tives there, and what methods are to be
sed in achieving those objectives.
TMr, President, the administration says
that there is no basis for this confusion,
and argues that if there is confusion, it
due to the ill-founded and ill-tempered
blusterings of a few articulate but mis-
ded critics. But the ma(;c,ter cannot be
dismissed this easlly. Widespread pub-
¢ confusion does exist, and it 1s due to
he actions of the administration itself.
In this respect a recent statement by
*arl T. Rowan, a former official of the
ohnson administration, 1s significant
nd revealing, He stated:
I feft the government five months ago
ninking I knew what United States’ policy in
Vietnam was. Today I haven’t the remotest
icera, ’ ¢ . S
Mr, Rowan made this statement in a
¢otumn in which he was trying to deci-
btier the meaning of a flurry of official
nind unofficial statements by administra-
Hon spokesmen ‘in response to.the sug-
cestion by the able and distinguished
Senator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY]
that the United States might consider
negotiating with the Vietcong. The ad-
ministration was variously reported as
being in agreement with Senator KEN-
Nepy, in complete disagreement, and

“very ¢

=
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tlose” to Senator KENNEDY'S Dro-
posals. * 'This display of an administra-
tion frantically trylng to cover all hets
serves as a vivid illustration of the fact
that if we do have & clear and conslstent
policy in Vietnam, one cannot discover it

¥
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by listening to the words of the admin-
istration purporting to describing and
explaining it. .

Mr. President, in regard to 1ts develop-
ment and handling of the Vietnam policy
the administration has been afflicted by
three weaknesses. First, the adminis-
tration is unhealthily obsessed with a no-
tion that it is always right and never
wrong, or at least that it should so try to
present itself as to appear to be beyond
error. But this type of strategy in-
evitably breeds distrust, because no man
and no government is immune from the
human frailty of miscalculation and
misadjustment. )

The mark of a great leader is not that
he never makes mistakes but that when
he does he is strong enough to recog-
nize these mistakes and, therefore, ad-
just his actions accordingly. This is
particularly vital in the conduct of for-
eign policy, for much more is at stake
than the personal reputation of one man
or one administration.

A second weakness in the handling of
the Vietnam policy is the administra-
tion's overpowering urge o be “gll things
to all people at all times.” Thus, the
administration is often more concerned
with saying and doing those things which
will nullify domestic and international
criticism of its policy rather than con-
ducting that policy in the way that it
believes it is best designed to achieve
the objectives sought. But in a long
drawn out and complex situation such as
Vietnam this continual effort to be all
all things to all people ultimately
presents the danger that the word of
the administration will have little mean-
ing or value to anyone.

The third basic weakness is the ad-
ministration’s aversion to long-range
planning and its predisposition to “play-
ing things by ear.” Now it may be that
somewhere within the bowels of Govern-
ment there exists a long-range plan com-
plete with contingency programs to take
account of unexpected events, But if
such a plan exists, it has been carefully
concealed.

Thus, Mr. President, while it is easy
to determine where we have been in
Vietnam it has always been virtually im-
possible to guess where we might be in
the future. This vagueness of direction
creates the impression that we are simply
reacting to evenfs in Vietnam rather
than controlling those events. Dalily the
jmpression grows that we are helpless
victims of a situation that we cannot con~
trol; that we, the most powerful nation
in the world, cannot determine our own
destiny.

The administration continually pro-
claims that its Vietham policy is clear,
consistent and well defined and that
those who do not understand it
are simply ignorant of the record. Bub
although the administration says that
confusion should not exist and desperate-
ly wishes that it would not exist, con-
fusion grows both at home and abroad.

1t is a confusion born of inconsistent
and contradictory explanations, of
vaguely expressed goals and unclear
means, and of sweeping proclamations
pregnant with glittering generalities but
empty of concrete meaning. After a

s
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prolonged exposure to this type of rec-
ord, the American public and the world

‘gt large find it ever more difficult to be-

lieve what the administration says at
any given time and are.increasingly un-
easy about what the administration may
say and do at any given time in the fu-
ture.

Mr. President, the erosion of the ad-
ministration’s credibility began long be-
fore the military shortages episode or the
contorted reactions to recent proposals
that the United States consider nego-
tiating with the Vietcong. Indeed the
seeds of doubt and confusion can be
found even in the administration’s ex-
planation of why we are in Vietnam.

The reason we are there is really quite
simple. The administration is convinced
that the Vietcong constitute a form of
aggressive, expansionist communism,
which if left unchecked might mean that
all of southeast Asia and possibly the en-
tire Aslan community will come under 8
Communist rule directed and controlled
from Peking. Thus, our commitment in
Vietnam can be seen as a logical exten-
sion of a nearly two decades old foreign
policy principle which aims at the con-
tainment of totalitarian communism.

Mr. President, much of the question-
ing of our Vietnam policy comes from
those who doubt that this is a genuine
example of expansionist communism.
Criticism is also registered by those who
may accept the argument that this is an
example of expansionist communism but
who disagree with the strategy we are
employing to halt its spread. Most of
these critics accept the containment
principle but argue either that it is un-
necessary to invoke it in this particular
situation or that we are employing the
wrong techniques to achieve it. There
are also a few crities who suggest that
the containment principle, used so ef-
fectively in Europe and the Middle East,
simply cannot be applied to Asia.

But the exploration of these argu-
ments is not the purpose of these vre-
marks. For the purpose of this discus-
sion, I accept that the Vietcong move-
ment in South Vietnam is an example
of expansjonist communism and that
it is in our national interest to take rea-
sonable steps to prevent its growth. If
this be true, there is no question that
the majority of the American people
would support our effort in Vietnam.

But how, in fact, does the administra-
tion explain our position in Vietnam?
Unfortunately, it almost never uses the
simple and clear language of the con-
tainment policy and the defense of our
national interest. Instead, it talks in
grandiose generalities which seem to
have little relationship to the reality of
the situation in southeast Asia. For
example, it talks about defending free-
dom and democracy. These are admira-
ble objectives to be sure, but. who among
us.now believes that there is any mean-
ingful freedom and democracy in south-
east Asia to be defended.

The administration talks about hon-
oring commitments. It often implies ’
that we are bound by the SEATO Treaty.
But if that be so, then none of the other
members of the organization seem to be-
Leve it to be the case. Apparently, the

Approved For Release 2005/06/29 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000400070002-9



ease 2005/06/29 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000400070002-9

My 27, 198BProVed For R S O AL RECOR O SENATE

administration does not either, as is evi-
dent by the fact that 1t has never really
consulted with the members of the orga-
nization in regard to our Vietnam policy.

Mr. President, the administration talks
most often about a commitment to the
nation of South Vietnam as if we had
entered into some solemn and binding
agreement with the Government and the
beople. In this respect, President John-
son frequently implies that whether we
like it or not President Eilsenhower made
a commitment to Vietnam which we are
honorbound to observe. In point of fact,
the so-called Eisenhower commitment
is nothing more than a letter to the Diem
government offering economic aid and
technical assistance with the conditional
brovision that the Diem government be-
gin to institute extensive social, eco-
nomic and political reforms. :

Being fully aware of the niceties of
diplomacy and the necessities of politics,
one can appreciate why the administra-
tion cannot always simply and directly
say that we are in Vietnam because we
believe it to be in our national interest.
- But continual harping on the notion of
honoring commitments no one under-
stands, ultimately destroys public con-
fidence in our position there.

Too often the administration justifies
our position in terms of narrow legal-
Isms. This not only obscures our basic
reasons for being there, but also raises
doubts that the administration itself is
convinced that we are, in fact, fichting
a form of expansionist, imperialistic
communism,

Mr. President, reduced to its simplest
and most meaningful terms our objective
is to prevent the spread of totalitarian
communism to South Vietnam and into
the rest of southeast Asia, Prior to 1965,
this objective was sought primarily by
the use of technical advice and economic
aid aimed at the internal strengthening
of South Vietnam so that it could better
brevent a Communist takeover, Increas-
ingly of late, however, we have committed
vast military forces in an effort to achieve
that objective.

" The administration says that our ob-
Jjectives are limited; to guarantee an in-
dependent and peaceful South Vietnam.
And, I believe that our objectives are, in
fact, really limited. But simple decla~
rations do not prove it or convince our
adversaries or our potential allies, If
we are really willing, as I believe we are,
to settle for a truly independent South
Vietnam, one that is neither controlled
nor dependent upon the United States
or Hanoi, Moscow, or Peking, we must do
more than simply mouth the words. Our
adversaries and those around the world
who are inherently suspicious of our in-
tentions need more than vague verbal
declarations.

The administration hag declared our
objectives to be limited but its words and
actions have given rise to considerable
doubt and suspicion as to the precise
limits of those objectives. The picture
has been particularly confused by the ad-
ministration’s words and ac ions regard-
ing a settlement that would satisfy those
objectives.

The administration has said that we
would be willing to negotiate anywhere

at any time without prior reservations or
conditions. But at the same time that we
issue such unconditional statements, we
also assert that we will not hegotiate di-
rectly with the Vietcong. Now it may be
that there are sound reasons for refusing
to mnegotiate with the Vietcong., Cer-
tainly it would be foolhardy for the
United States to agree to negotiate only
with the Vietcong as Hanoi and Peking
continually demand.

But the tragic thing, Mr. President, is
that if our position is really sound it has
been lost to world opinion by the inevita-
ble loss of faith in the credibility of a
government which loudly proclaims with
one mouth that it will negotiate without
brior reservations and then quietly as-
serts with another mouth that it will
actually negotiate only under prespeci-
fied conditions.

Moreover, the practice of escalating
our military commitment in Vietnam at
the very same time we announce anew
our desire for a settlement only serves to
increase doubts among friend and foe
alike as to the precise nature of our in-
tentions, even though those intentions
may in fact be entirely honorable and
our objectives truly limited.

The credibility of the administration
was further weakened by the disclosure
that we may have rejected several “peace
feelers” from the Communists, It might
well have becen the case that these feelers
were not worthy of serious consideration,
that they did not provide 8 reasonable
basis for negotiation, But again, as so
often in the past, the administration was
discredited in the eves of many not
necessarily because its position was un-
sound, but because it acknowledged those
contacts only after documentation in
the public press made it impossible to
deny their existence.

Against the background of ringing dec-
larations to explore all possible avenues
for a peaceful settlement the disclosure
that the administration had rejected
these feelers added fuel to the growlng
doubts and criticism about our Vietnam
policy.

Mr. President, when our changed posi~
tion in Vietham became evident in late
1964 and early 1965, it brought forth the
first serious public questioning and de-
bate of our policy. The administration
sought not to clarify that debate but to
brevent it. Ultimately the questioning
and criticism could not be prevented.
The administration then adopted a
strategy of attempting to nullify each
fresh wave of criticism by seeming to
agree with the demands of the critics.
But this only served to bring confusion
and more questioning of the Govern-
ment’s credibility.

Two recent examples are illustrative,
As doubts, at home and abroad, as to
the sincerity of our desire for a peaceful
settlement continued to grow in late
1965 the administration staged a massive
beace offensive during January of 1966.
The bombing of North Vietnam was tem-
porarily halted and top administration
officials and ambassadors were sent
scurrying around the world, all pro-
claiming the the United States really
did want a peaceful settlement in
Vietnam. Ambassador Harriman went
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to Poland, <Yugoslavia, and India.
McGeorge Bundy went to Ottawa,
Arthur Goldberg visited the Vatican,
Rome, Paris and London. Vice President
Huserr HuMPHREY made s country-
hopping tour in the Far East. Am-
bassador Kohler conferred with the
Soviet officials in Moscow. G. Mennen
Williams talked to leaders of several
African nations, and Thomas C. Mann
did the same in Mexico City.

It was indeed a Texas-sized peace of-
fensive. And while the administration
was obviously sincere in hoping that this
display might actually serve as a
catalyst for the beginnings of realistic
hegotiations, it was generally apparent
that this, was a staged affair, political
display aimed more at nullifying the
mounting criticism challenging “the sin-
cerity of our offer for negotiation rather
than a careful calculated effort to secure
a peaceful settlement,

If in fact, Mr. President, we had been
making the proper efforts in exploring
all possible diplomatic channels, then
such a spectacular display was unneces-
sary. If we had not been doing these
things, then this display of jet, diplomacy
would convince no one, friend or foe.

Another example of thig type of ad-
ministration strategy was the calling of
the recent Honoluly conference. The
beace offensive had failed, the bombing
in North Vietnam had been resumed, and
the internal political situation in South
Vietnam showed no improvement. In-
creasingly, criticism was being directed
at the failure of the United States to
bring about any of the desperately
needed economie, social, and political re-
forms in South Vietnam which all
observers, including our top military
leadership, recognize as being absolutely
hecessary to any genuine solution in
South Vietham, Thus, the President and
an impressive number of top Govern-
ment officials flew off to g hastily con-
vened conference in Honolulu with
Premier Ky and other members of his
government. After a few hectic days at
the conference table, the Honolulu dec-
laration was issued with great fanfare.

The administration hag hailed the
Honolulu declaration ag g historic docu-
ment and has bitterly complained that
the public press and congressional critics
had failed to give it the recognition and
pralse that it deserves. In point of fact,
American public and world reactioh to
the conference wag brecisely what it de-
served. Again, while no one would argue
that the goals announced by the confer-
ence were not genuinely desirable, all
recognized that the impetus for the con-
ference was the growing criticism of the
administration’s conduct in Vietnam
rather than a logical extension of its
long-range policy. There is depressingly
little evidence that we are ready or cap-
able, even at this late date, of instituting
the programs of aid and reform that
would be needed to achieve the goals so
broudly proclaimed. .

. Mr. President, it is no wonder, then,
that the American people and the world
In general are confused about our policy
in Vietnam. Our basic reasons for being
in Vietnam have never been adequately
explained. The objectives we seck there
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have never been clearly delineated. And
{he administration’s gigzagging and
sontorted etforts to answer every critic

simultaneously have peclouded our en-
tire invoivement. :

3ut none of these has so eroded the
American publie’s faith in the adminis-
Lration’s credibility as has the yawning
~»ap between what we have said would be
necessary Lo achijeve our objectives there
and what we have actually done there.
(it is here that we find the essence of
1he credibility gap.

e most glowing example ol the lack
of credibility s to be tound in the de-
pressing record of  the administration
irom time lo time telling the American
neople that we would not periorm a cer-
tain act, but then later initiating that
very acl. 4And in so doing on each oc-
easion the adminisiration has p reclaimed
that the performance of that particular
action would solve the situation in Viet-
nam. But, in reality, as the American
people nave seen, the situation remains
ine same or grows worse. And as the
administration’s promises fur a solution
continue lo flow, the public’s faith that
a solution will really be achieved con-
{indes to wane.

1o 1064 President Johnson frequently
and fervently 1 yrocloimed that our objec-
tives in Vietnam would be achieved with-
out the commitment of major American
military Yorces and 1oss of American
lives. Millions of American people voted
for Mr. Johnson in Wovember 1954, be-
cause they agreed with this declaration
of policy. But our position in Vietnam
Luday bears no resemblance Lo that of
1984 or to the Presidents declaration of
what it would be. president Jcohnson
said we would not commit Amecerican lives,
and that we would not extend the war to
Morth Vietnam, and that the major ef-
fort, against the Communists in South
victnam would have to be carried by the
south Vietnamese themselves. Bub to-
day we bomb Narth vietnam around the
clock und in recent weeks more Ameri-
eans nave dicd on the baltlefield than
South Vietnamese.

Our military commitment and effort in
Yietnam has been increased in a series
of graduated moves. Iiach step of the
esealation has oceurred alter the ad-
minisiration had proclaimed that such
sleps would be unnecessary and undesir-
able. However, when the administration
{01t that conditions forced it to abandon
its former position, it has stated, or at
loast implied, that each additional ex-
tension in  he military commitment
woulid solve Lthe problem. The decision to
pomb North Vietnam was at least im-
plicitly justified on the basis that cut-
ting supply lines would isolate the Viet-
esong and allow the South Vietnamese
Army to defeat its adversary. But today
more men and more equipment flow from
North Vietnam into the south than ever
Hefore.

If the agmmistration knew that the
act bhey denied would take place would
be performed, then it is an act of mis-
representation to the American people
and a display of callous cynicism. If the
administration thought that the per-
formance ol that given action would
solve the problem in South Vietnam then

the record can only show that the ud-
ministration has continued to compound
misjudgment with misjudgm ent.

Likewise, on the political scene cach
change in the Saigon government has
been heralded by the administration as
the one which would at last bring irue
stability to South Vietnam. But none
of this has come to pass. And the pres-
ent Government to which the President
hasg given his personal endorsement has
not only failed to achieve stahility but
has so acted to increase internal tensions
and conflicts among the South Viet-
nomese. Mr. McNamara's staterment
that the present conflict between the
Buddhists and the Ky regimme is a healthy
sign, is naive and ridiculous and air ex-
ample of the ~antastic contortions which
the adminisiration has had te go
through to tryv to justify and cxplain the
internal situation in Vietnam, vhich
cannot be anvthing else but a severe in-
dictment of cur lack of vizion and icad-
ership in that troubled land.

In September of 1964 Prosident John-
son proclaimed:

We don’'t want our American boys Lo do
the fighting fov Asian boys . . I wanl to be
very eautious and careful and use it us a
Jast resort when L start dropping  sombs
around that are likely o involve Amarican
Phoys in a war in Asia with 790 millierr Chi-
nese . . . SO we are not goin;y north and we
are not going south; we are going to con-
finue to try .o get them (the South Viet-
namese) to rave their own freedoin with
their own men.

Mr. President, the American cople
are mature and wise enouxh to recognize
that in a complex sitnation like Victnam
things do not always happen as we would
1like them to, or as we expect thom to.
But constant repetition of proclama-
tions to the effect thal a particular
action will not take place, folloved by
ringing declarations, when this very act
oceurs, that this, finally. is the action
that will provide the solution is drstroy-
ing the public faith and is feeding the
growing belief that this adminisiration
neither knows what it wants in Vietnam
nor how to achieve it.

The record of the past can only create
anxiety and fear of the future.

Mr. President, one hears a great deal
about the agony of Vietnam, and it is
indeed America’s most azonizingly diffi-
cult and complex foreign involvement of
the 20th century.

One of the greatest tragedies of this
experience is that although America’s
intentions there are basically hoaorable
and our obiectives truly 1imited, we have
conducted ourselves in such a way that
ever larger numbers of people, hoth at
home and abroad, find it impossible to
believe the sincerity of our actiors there.

Throughout the noncommunist world
there is o great reservoir of support for

this country’s dedicated cpposition to’

the expansion of communism. Thus,
although internal potitical conditions
may rake it impossible for many foreign
leaders, particularly in Asia, to openly
jdentify with the United States, most of
them at least share in the genaral ob-
jective of containing communisim in Asia.

At home the overwhelming ma jority of
the American people support ihe con-
tainment policy, and most believe that a
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takeover by the Commutists in Souih
Vietnam would be a discouraging defunt
for the United States and against the
long-range interests of the free world.
Thus, the American people, at heart, gen-
uinely want to support the administra-
tion’s policy in Vietnam.

Mr. President, no one of the numerus
examples of mismatched words «nd
deeds, which have been reviewed heve,
has been enough to destroy faith in the
credibility of the administration’s V.et-
nam policy. But the ever accumulating
list of inconsistencies, contradictions
vague explanations, and persi
vefusal to acknowledge even minor rmis-
takes inevitably sows the seeds of doabt,
disillusionment and apathy. The result
is that eventually even candid statem:nts
and forthright ecxplanations berome
suspect.

Thus, Mr. President, even though the
administration’s basic intentions and
goals may be sound and worthy, the
policy which it pursues may fail, not be-
cause it is basically wrong, but because
its conduct of that policy has beeny 80
shoddy that even those who believe i1 its
ultimate rightness refuse the admini: tra-
tion their positive and energetic support
out of disillusionment and despair.

RECESS

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate stand in recess suaject
to the call of the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

Thereupon (at 10 o’clock and 43 min-
utes a.m.) the Senate took a recess sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.

The Schate reassembled at 12:39 pm.,
when called to order by the Presidinz Of-
ficer (Mr. HarT in the chair) .

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the Ilouse of kepre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the louse
had passed a bill (H.R. 137 12) to samend
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1338 to
extend its protection to additional em-
ployees, to raise the minimum waga, and
for other purposes, in which it req wested
the concurrence of the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 13712) to amend the
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 to ex-
tend its protection to addition:1 em-
ployees, to raise the minimum wape. and
for other purposes, was read twice by its
title, and referred to the Commitlice on
Labor and Public Welfare.

e S —————

PERSONAL STATEMENT

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, it is a
matter of regret to me that my d:ties as
chairman of the mediation panel in the
airline machinist dispute have o~cupied
me all morning and have prevented my
being here earlier to speak.

I very much appreciate the indulgence
of the Senate and the Senate staif which
enables me to speak at this time on sev-
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